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US EPA RECORDS CENTER REGION 5 \

1007441 -

August 1, 1997

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Amphenol Facility, Franklin, Indiana (96RC05-001)
Report of an Evaluation of the On-Site Recovery System

FROM: Steven D. Acree, Hydrogeologist
Technical Assistance & Technology Transfer Branch

TO: Bill Buller, RPM
U.S. EPA-Region 5

Per your request for continuing technical assistance, the referenced report has been reviewed. In general, the
potentiometric data indicate that the current extraction system is not depressing the water table below the elevation
of the storm sewers at the site and may not be effectively capturing contaminated ground water at the site boundary.
Detailed comments and recommendations concerning these issues and the proposed system upgrades are provided
below.

L Section 6.1, page 10; Section 7.2.1, page 14 . }
The report interprets the ground-water elevation information as indicative of capture between wells RW-1

and RW-2. However, there are two concerns regarding this interpretation of the data. It appears that this |
interpretation relies heavily on data from the pumping wells. Ground-water elevation data from an actively pumping |
well are generally not representative of elevations in the aquifer immediately adjacent to the well due to head losses
associated with well inefficiency. Reinterpretation of the potentiometric surface without data from the pumping

wells indicates ground water in this area is influenced by extraction but complete capture is not indicated. In

addition, the report notes that infiltration into the storm sewer in the vicinity of well RW-3 may be resulting in some

water table depression. The same situation may be occurring near wells RW-1 and RW-2. The water table

depression observed in this area may be, in part, the result of water infiltration into the sewer. The monitoring

system is not sufficient to distinguish capture by the sewer system from capture by the pumping wells. Based on the
positions of these features, data to make such distinctions would be difficult to obtain. Therefore, the statement that
contaminated ground water in this area is captured by the pumping wells does not appear to be supported. It is

noted that efforts to increase pumping rates from the recovery system are proposed. It is recommended that capture

be re-evaluated following system upgrades.

2, Section 7.4, page 16
Upgrading of pumps and installation of an additional recovery well are recommended in this section to
i&ease recovery rates. These actions will probably improve water table depression near the storm sewer and




il zase capture of contaminated ground water. However, it is not clear that these efforts will be sufficient to meet _
i tated objectives. Other modifications, such as installation of additional conventional wells or vacuum extract/

through multiple well points, may be required for effective water table depression in this setting and should be _ %
considered during this phase of investigation.

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please do not hesitate to call me at your convenience
(405-436-8609). We look forward to future interactions with you concerning this and other sites.

cc:  Paul Nadeau (5202G)
Mike Fitzpatrick (5303W)
Thad Slaughter, Region 5
Carol Witt-Smith, Region 5
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
NATIONAL RISK MANAGEMENT RESEARCH LABORATORY
SUBSURFACE PROTECTION AND REMEDIATION DIVISION

P.O.BOX 1198 « ADA, OK 74820

January 2, 1997
OFFICE OF

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Amphenol Facility, Franklin, Indiana (96RC05-001)
On-Site Recovery System Evaluation Work Plan

FROM: Steven D. Acree, Hydrogeologist e
Technical Assistance & Technology Transfer Branch

HE)S Bill Buller, RPM
U.S. EPA-Region 5

Per your request for continuing technical assistance,
the referenced work plan has been reviewed. 1In general, the
characterization proposed in this plan will provide some
additional information regarding hydraulic gradients and the
influence of the recovery system within the facility boundaries.
However, the plan will provide little information for use in
evaluating the extent of contamination east and west of the
facility boundary and the extent of ground-water capture in these
directions. Detailed comments and recommendations concerning
this issue and other aspects of the proposed studies are provided
below.

AL As noted in previous correspondence, the limits of the plume
to be contained do not appear to be well defined east and west of
the pumping wells. Data used to define the plume extent in these
areas were obtained from Geoprobe samples collected several years
ago. Limits of the plume may have changed since that time. It
is suggested that additional data be obtained to better define
the limits of the plume and the area to be contained. Potential
locations for additional wells would be east to northeast of IT-3
and west of well MW-12.

2 . The plan proposes installation of one monitoring well to
define the extent of contamination in the area of Glendale Drive.
However, the location of this well was not depicted on the maps
provided in the plan. It is suggested that the well be located
relatively close to the southern facility boundary to aid in
interpretation of hydraulic gradients in this area.

3 Insufficient hydraulic head data are available to evaluate
hydraulic gradients within the bounds of the off-site plume as
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currently identified. This is particularly true east and west of
the site boundaries (e.g., east of well IT-3 and west of well MW-
12). Once the extent of contamination is defined in these areas
appropriate piezometer locations may be specified to better
define hydraulic gradients and capture zones. In addition, the
plan proposes installation of only three on-site piezometers.
Although these wells will provide more information concerning on-
site hydraulic gradients and recovery system influence, other
monitoring points may ultimately be needed if detailed
definitions of capture zones are desired.

4. A ground-water flow modeling study is proposed under this
plan. An effective study for detailed evaluation of capture
zones would require careful consideration of data needs and the
avallable data base. Detailed characterization of sensitive
parameters (e.g., hydraulic conductivity distribution) and
detailed hydraulic head data for calibration would be necessary.
Without such data, confidence in the results may be relatively
low. It is not clear that such detailed data are available at
this site. Such a study involves a significant effort and
resource commitment. It is suggested that, initially, resources
be used to install additional piezometers to better define site
and off-site conditions prior to performing a detailed modeling
study.

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please
do not hesitate to call me at your convenience (405-436-86009).
We look forward to future interactions with you concerning this
and other sites.

cc: Paul Nadeau (5202G)
Mike Fitzpatrick (5303W)
Thad Slaughter, Region 5
Carol Witt-Smith, Region 5
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DEC 2 0 194

éERTIFIﬁD MAIL RETURN
RECEIPT REQUESTED
HRE-8J

Mr. Samuel S. Waldo

Director of Environmental Affairs
Amphenol Corporation

358 Hall Avenue

P.0O. Box 5030

Wallingford, Connecticut 06492-7530

Re: Administrative Order on Consent
Franklin Power Products Inc./Amphenol Corporation
IND 044 587 848

Dear Mr. Waldo:

Amphenol Corporations’s response of November 23, 1994, to the
United States Environmental Protection Agency’s (U.S.EPA) letter,
November 21, 1994, states that you are prepared to make
arrangements to collect the two additional soil samples
identified in U.S. EPA’s letter as necessary to meet the
requirements of the additional work required by EPA under Section
VII.2.a.(4) (c)(iii) of the Administrative Order on Consent. Your
letter, December 2, 1994, confirms U.S. EPA’s understanding that
you will collect the two samples from the two Forsythe

Street locations and will provide the analytical results for this
additional soil sampliing to U.S. EPA by January 16, 1995.

Based on your commitment to proceed expeditiously to complete
this work and conditioned on the submittal to U.S. EPA by
January 16, 1995, of appropriately modified pages of the RCRA
Facility Investigation (RFI) report, modified tables and data
packages, for the additional soil sampling referenced above for
incorporation into the RFI report, U.S. EPA considers this
dispute to have been resolved and is exercising its discretion to
waive the stipulated penalties that have accrued to date.



If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call Bill
Buller of my staff at (312) 886-4568.

Sincerely,

Uylaine McMahan, Chief
IN/OH/MN Technical Enforcement Section

bcc: Peg Andrews (ORC)

HRE-8J:WBULLER: f: \user\share\tes.#1\amphenol\amstip.epa
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Amphenol

E‘ “mphenol Corporation

World Headquarters

e EGEIVE

Wallingford, CT 06492

Telephone (203) 265-8900 DEC 0 9 1994

RCRA PERMITTING BRANCH
OR/WMD

December 2, 1994
EPA, REGION V

i

Mr. William Buiier

HRE-8]

i ED
U.S. EPA - Region 5 RECEIV e
77 West Jackson Boulevard WMD RECOPD CFNTE
Chicago, IL 60604-3590 DEC 20 1994

Re:  Administrative Order on Consent (AOL)

Franklin Power Products/Amphenol Corporation (Respondents)
IND 044 587 848

Dear Mr. Buller:

The following will confirm our telephone conversations of November 30, 1994 and December
2, 1994, in which you requested a schedule for the submittal of analytical data from the
additional soil sampling referenced in my November 23, 1994 letter to the Agency.

As I indicated, appropriately modified pages of the RFI report, modified tables and data
packages will be submitted to your office on January 16, 1995.

If thcre are any questions regarding the above, please let me know.

= ol

Samuel S. Waldo
Director Environmental Affairs

S064

c: J. Keith
S. Gard
P. Perez
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NOV 1 4 1904

CERTIFIED MAIL REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

HRE-8J
Mr. Samuel S. Waldo
Director of Environmental Affairs
Amphenol Corporation
358 Hall Avenue
PO e8ax 5030
Wallingford, Connecticut 06492-7530
Re: Administrative Order on Consent
Franklin Power Products Inc./Amphenol Corporation
IND 044 587 848
Dear Mr. Waldo:
g;' Paragraph VII.2.a.(4)(c)(iii) of the above captioned Administrative Order on
- Consent ("AOC") provides that the United States Environmental Protection

Agency ("U.S. EPA") may require Respondents to submit a plan that proposes the
installation of additional wells and additional sampling ("the Plan"). This
requirement may be invoked in the event the initial sampling and analysis of
the wells identified in Figure 12 of the October 1988 Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act Facility Investigation ("RFI") Work Plan, which is attached
to and incorporated into the AOC as Exhibit B, does not provide sufficient
data to delineate the contaminant plume to the extent of background levels.
U.S. EPA noticed that the Respondents were now being required to submit the
Plan for additional wells and sampling in a letter to Respondents dated

July 1, 1992.

On October 12, 1992, after revising its initial proposal for the Plan at the
request of U.S. EPA, the Respondents submitted a revised expanded RFI
Workplan, which contained the Plan. U.S. EPA approved the revisions as
proposed, which called for a geoprobe sampling device to be employed in
residential areas and permanent monitoring wells to be installed at a few
critical points (at least three) in the residential area.

On November 23, 1992, Respondents submitted a preliminary RFI report to

U.S. EPA recommending that monitoring wells not be installed because of

potential problems with citizens and possible damage to wells. U.S. EPA's

letter to Respondents dated February 9, 1993, noted that the approved

October 12, 1992, Workplan had not been fully implemented. However, the

= letter further stated U.S. EPA's main.concern that the RFI progress

\~' expeditiously and gave approval to a December 28, 1992, RFI workplan
supplement, which had been submitted following discussions with U.S. EPA.

Printed on Recycled Paper
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Respondents submitted a draft RFI report dated April 27, 1993, and
subsequently submitted a revised draft RFI report October 1993. In a
November 15, 1993, letter, U.S. EPA advised Respondents that the October 1993
draft RFI report had been reviewed and that U.S. EPA required additional
sampling of groundwater at Hurricane Creek. As you are aware, this resulted
in further correspondence between Respondents and U.S. EPA as well as a
telephone conference concerning this and other RFI issues. Subsequently,

U.S. EPA agreed to the Respondent's proposal to sample the Hurricane Creek bed
during dry conditions, and in a March 11, 1994, letter, U.S. EPA called for
the Respondents to submit such proposal. The letter also required the
Respondents to collect both ground-water and soil samples at three locations
at the residential area at Forsythe Street where contamination apparently was
caused by the sanitary sewer. Volatile organic compounds ("VOC"s), cyanide,
and metal analysis was prescribed for all samples. Subsequently, U.S. EPA
agreed to drop the requirement for cyanide and metal analysis of the soil
samples due to the difficulty in obtaining sufficient soil sample for analysis
by the geoprobe, and because these analyses would be performed for groundwater
samples. This modification to the sampling analyses was approved in

U.S. EPA's letter dated April 22, 1994. Under Section VII.2.a.(4)(c)(iii) of
the AOC, Respondents are required to implement the Plan (which included the
modified sampling analyses) within thirty (30) days of U.S. EPA's approval.

In an April 28, 1994, Tetter to U.S. EPA, the Respondents agreed to perform
the sampling analyses at Forsythe Street as modified and submit the analytical
results along with appropriate revisions to the RFI report by June 15, 1994.

The Respondents submitted revisions to the RFI report on June 14, 1994,
although analytical results for only one VOC soil analysis was provided rather
than the three required by U.S. EPA pursuant to Section VII.2.a.(4)(c)(iii) of
the AOC. On July 19, 1994, U.S. EPA approved the Revised June 14, 1994, RFI
report to allow work at the facility to go forward, but expressly reserved its
right to seek stipulated penalties for failure of Respondents to complete the
work required under the AOC. In a September 22, 1994, telephone call,

U.S. EPA's project manager advised the Respondents, that the June 14, 1994,
RFI revised report did not contain VOC analysis for two of the sampling points
at Forsythe Street are required.

Since June 15, 1994, the Respondents have been in noncompliance with the AOC
for failure to implement tully the Plan required by U.S. EPA pursuant to
Section VII.2.a.(4)(c)(iii) and to submit the analytical results. Thus,
pursuant to section XVII of the AOC, stipulated penalties are accruing and
will continue to accrue until Respondents have performed the soil sampling
analyses for the two Forsythe Street locations and has submitted the VOC
analytical results. Also, it is important to remind you that in accordance
with Section XVII, the availability of stipulated penalties does not preclude
U.S. EPA from pursuing any other remedies or sanctions which may be available
to enforce this requirement.



If you have any questions, call William Buller of my staff at (312) 886-4568.
Sincerely yours,

l**eVL;w4 & e aknn

Uylaine McMahan, Chief
IN/MN/OH Technical Enforcement Section

GC:: J. Michael Jarvis, Franklin Power Products
Michael Sickels. IDEM
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INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

We make Indiana a cleaner, healthier

ce to live

S Evan Bayh

Governor

Kathy Prosser

Commissioner

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL
PR215°675 773

Mr. Kevin Pierard (HRE-8J)
U.S. EPA, Region V

77 West Jackson Blvd.
Chicago, Illinois 60604

Dear Mr. Pierard:

=
o 'L 100 North Senate Avenue
P.0.Box 6015
SEP 19 ]994 Indianapolis, Indiana 46206-6015

Telephone 317-232-8603

Environmental Helpline 1-800-451-6027
OFFICE OF RCRA B

Waste Management Division
U.S. EBA, REGION V.

September 9, 1994

Re: RCRA Facility Investigation
Draft Corrective Measures Study
Work Plan
Franklin Power Products
Franklin, Indiana
EPA 1.D. No. IND 044 587 848

The Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) has reviewed Franklin
Power Products’ September 2, 1994, Corrective Measures Study Work Plan, and has the

following comment:

In the Work Plan, there are several references to "background ranges" for
arsenic, beryllium, and cobalt, but there is no evidence of established site-
specific heavy-metal background levels, and the "background ranges" are not

given any numeric value.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Ms. Ruth Williams of my

staff at 317/233-4623.

RW/rgw

cc: Joel Morbito, USEPA
William Buller, USEPA

Sincerely,
Michael E. Sickels, Chief
Corrective Action Section

Hazardous Waste Management Branch
Solid and Hazardous Waste Management

An Equal Opportunity Employer
Printed on Recycled Paper



fUL 22 199
Mr. Michael J. Jarvis
Franklin Power Products, Inc.
400 Forsythe Street
P.0O. Box 667
Franklin, Indiana 46131
HRE-8J

Re: Franklin Power Products/
Amphenol
IND 044 587 848

Dear Mr. Jarvis:

As I discussed by phone with Sam Waldo on July 20, 1994, our
letter to you of July 19, 1994, contained a typographical error
that is corrected in the énclosed letter. You will notice that
portions of paragraph three and new paragraph four were deleted
in the letter of July 19. 1In the July 20, 1994, telephone
conversation, Mr. Waldo stated that he had not received the
letter of July 19. Corrected versions of the letter will be
faxed to you and Mr. Waldo on July 22, 1994, and hopefully will
arrive prior to your receipt of the July 19 letter. Hard copies
will be mailed to you shortly.

We regret any inconvenience this may have caused you. Please
call me at (312) 886-4568 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

William Buller,
Technical Enforcement Section #1
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HRE-8J

Mr. Michael J. Jarvis
Franklin Power Products, Inc.
400 Forsythe Street

P.0. Box 667

Franklin, Indiana 46131

Re: Franklin Power Products,
/Amphenol Corporation
IND 044 587 848

Dear Mr. Jarvis:

The RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) Report - Franklin Power
Products/Amphenol Corporation, as revised and dated June 13, 1994, and
submitted in accordance with Section VII.2.c of the Administrative Order on
Consent (AOC) dated November 27, 1990, is hereby approved by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (U. S. EPA). Pursuant to Section VII.3.a of
the November 27, 1990, AOC, the Corrective Measures Study Work Plan shall be
submitted to U.S. EPA within forty-five (45) days of receipt of this letter.

As discussed in previous correspondence between U.S. EPA and Respondents,
additional RFI data to be collected by the sampling/analysis of ground water
at Hurricane Creek may be deferred until dry conditions occur at the creek.
The Supplemental Work Plan "Sampling Creek Bed Water in Hurricane Creek - RFI,
Amphenol Corporation" dated June 14, 1994, is hereby approved by U.S. EPA with
the following condition: the 1ist of analytes shall include cyanide and the
metals previously analyzed in groundwater samples for this RFI.

For clarification purposes, please note that the approved Quality Assurance
Project Plan (QAPP) referred to in the June 14, 1994 Work Plan is dated May
25, 1991, and the correct date of U.S. EPA's Tetter of the QAPP approval is
December 12, 1991, letter.

A1l data collected pursuant to the June 14, 1994, Work Plan shall be
incorporated in Respondents Corrective Measures Study (CMS) draft report. If
dry conditions do not occur during the period preceding the CMS draft report
due date, Respondent shall provide to U.S. EPA verification that dry
conditions did not occur. The non-occurrence of dry conditions at Hurricane
Creek during this interim period does not relieve Respondents of implementing
the June 14, 1994 Work Plan.




U.S. EPA reserves all rights, in accordance with Section XVII of the AOC dated
November 27, 1990, to seek stipulated penalties for failure of Respondents to
implement and/or complete work required under the AQOC.

Sincerely,

Kevin M. Pierard, Chief
Technical Enforcement Section #1

Ccc:

Samuel S. Waldo, Amphenol

James Keith, Earth Tech
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Mr. Michael J. Jarvis
Franklin Power Products, Inc.
400 Forsythe Street

P.0. Box 667

Franklin, Indiana 46131

Re: Franklin Power Products
Amphenol Corporation
IND 044 587 848

Dear Mr. Jarvis:

The RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) Report - Franklin Power Products/Amphenol
Corporation, as revised and dated June 13, 1994, and submitted in accordance with
Section VII.2.c of the Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) dated November 27,
1990, 1is hereby approved by the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(U.S. EPA). Pursuant to Section VII.3.a of the November 27, 1990, AOC, the
Corrective Measures Study shall be submitted to U.S. EPA within forty-five (45)
days of receipt of this letter.

As discussed in previous correspondence between U.S. EPA and Respondents,
additional RFI data to be collected by the sampling/analysis of ground water at
Hurricane Creek may be deferred until dry conditions occur at the creek. The
Supplemental Workplan "Sampling Creek Bed Water in Hurricane Creek - RFI,
Amphenol Corporation" dated June 14, 1994, is hereby approved by U.S. EPA with
the following condition: the 1list of analytes shall include cyanide and the
metals previously analyzed in ground water samples for this RFI.

For clarification pursuant to the June 14, 1994, Workplan shall be incorporated
in Respondents Corrective Measures Study (CMS) draft report. If dry conditions
do not occur. .during ithe ‘period  preceding the "CMS dvaft report due date,
Respondent shall provide to the U.S. EPA verification that dry conditions did not
occur. The non-occurrence of dry conditions at Hurricane Creek during this
interim period does not relieve Respondents of implementing the June 14, 1994
Workplan.

U.S. EPA reserves all rights, in accordance with Section XVII of the AOC dated
November 27, 1990, to seek stipulated penalties for failure of Respondents to
implement and/or complete work required under the AQC.
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If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Bill Buller of
my staff at 312-886-4568.

Sincerely yours,

Kevin M. Pierard, Chief
Technical Enforcement Section #1

cc: Samuel S. Waldo, Amphenol
James Keith, Earth Tech

bcc: Peg Andrew, ORC
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WWEngméenng & Science

A Summit Company

Mr. William Buller ’“"ﬂ 7 1994

U.S. EPA, Region 5, HRE-8J g

77 West Jackson Boulevard :

Chicago, IL 60604-3590 OFFICE OF RCRA

WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION

EPA, RECION V
Dear Mr. Buller: '

Enclosed, please find five copies of updated and revised draft RFI report material for the former
Amphenol site in Franklin, Indiana. This submittal contains revised Sections 6.0 and 7.0,
covering the Ecological Risk Assessment and the additional groundwater and soil sampling
along Forsythe Street. Revised tables, additions to appendixes, sheets and Table of Contents are
also provided, along with blue divider sheets that will assist you in incorporating this
information into the body of the draft report. Because there appear to be problems with the
legibility of the some of the tables, replacement copies have been reprinted and are also
provided.

The work plan for sampling the interstitial water of Hurricane Creek will be sent under separate

Cover.
If you have any comments or questions regarding this submittal, please let me know.

Very truly youm

es H. Ke'tb
roject Manager

cc: Sam Waldo
Susan Gard

5010 Stone Mill Road Bloomington, IN 47408 812/336-0972 Fax 812/336-3991
Bloomington, IN Chattanooga, TN GColumbus, OH Detroit, MI Grand Rapids, MI Indianapolis, IN Milwaukee, WI Minneapolis, MN
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WWEngméermg & Science

A Summit Company

May 17, 1994 n’FGE ME@

William Buller MAY 1 5 1944

U.S. EPA, Region 5, HRE-8J

77 West Jackson Boulevard OFFICE OF RCRA

Chicago, Tllinois 60604-3590 Waste Management Division
US. EPA, REGION V

Dear Mr. Buller:

Enclosed, please find five copies of

1) A draft Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA)

2) A revised Bibliography section

3) Draft Figure 15

4) Draft Appendix M
This material is submitted in response to your agency's certified letter dated March 11, 1994 and
received by Amphenol Corporation on March 18, 1994. We did not attempt to fully incorporate
the above information into the draft RFI report at this time since we are awaiting the results of
the additional soil and water samples collected along Forsythe Street.

The information for our next submittal and the information submitted today will be prepared for
integration into the draft RFI report. The ERA will be the new Section 6.0. The "Additional
Ground Water Sampling and Analysis", now shown as Section 6.0, will be renumbered Section

7.0, and the sampling and analysis we are now completing will also be incorporated into Section
7.0

If you have any comments or questions regarding this submittal, please let me know.

Very truly yours,

] 3
nes H. Keith

oject Manager

CC: Sam Waldo
Susan Gard

5010 Stone Mill Road Bloomington, IN 47408 812/336-0972 Fax 812/336-3991
Bloomington, IN Chattanooga, TN Columbus, OH Detroit, Ml Grand Rapids, MI Indianapolis, IN Milwaukee, WI Minneapolis, MN
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- Amphenol

_phenol Corporation

orld Headquarters

358 Hall Avenue

P.O. Box 5030
Wallingford, CT 06492
Telephone (203) 265-8900

RECEIVEf

AY 0 2 1994

OFFICE
WASTE MANAGngl:N'B D%/_nsxox
CION Vv

April 28, 1994 |

Mr. Kevin M. Pierard, Chief
Technical Enforcement Section #1
USEPA, Region 5 HR-8J

77 West Jackson Boulevard
Chicago, IL 60604-3590

Re:  Administrative Order on Consent (AOC)
Franklin Power Products/Amphenol Corporation (Respondents)
IND 044 587 848

Dear Mr. Pierard:

I am in receipt of a facsimile copy of your letter of April 22, 1994, addressing my letter of
March 25, 1994 which requested a modification to the sampling program outlined in your letter
of March 11, 1994. The Respondents hereby agrees to perform the requested testing as modified
by your April 22, 1994 letier. The Respundents shail submit the results of this suppleinental
investigation, along with appropriate revisions to the RFI Report by June 15, 1994. This date
reflects the time necessary for the Respondents and the USEPA to reach agreement on a
sampling program and is within 60 days of the Agency’s April 22, 1994 authorization to
proceed.

On a related matter, the Respondents are prepared to submit the qualitative ecological risk
assessment discussed at our February 24, 1994 telephone conference, along with a sampling plan
to collect groundwater samples from the Hurricane Creek stream bed, by May 17, 1994 which
is 60 days from the date of receipt of your March 11, 1994 letter. -




to contact me at (203) 265-8760.

T OS0.I00,

Samuel S. Waldo
Director Environmental Affairs

WPO010

c: S. Gard
G. Pendygraft
P. Perez
J. Keith

R. Williams - IDEM
J. Cooley - USEPA

Should you have any questions concerning the information presented above, please don’t hesitate




bcc:

HRE-8J :WBULLER:wb/ab:6-4568:04/18/94:f:\user\share\tes.#1\amp-let.394

Joe Cooley, ORC
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Amphenol

#». Amphenol Corporation

358 Hall Avenue

Morld Headquarters @ E ﬁ !‘E lf? M E

P.O. Box 5030 MA R o 3 100
Wallingford, CT 06492 R 59.\14
Telephone (203) 265-8900 Q

WASTE o =1

March 25, 1994 - CION v

Mr. Kevin M. Pierard, Chief
Technical Enforcement Section #1
USEPA, Region 5 HRE-8J

77 West Jackson Boulevard
Chicago, IL 60604-3590

Re: Administrative Order on Consent (AOC)
Franklin Power Products/Amphenol Corporation (Respondents)
IND 044 587 848

Dear Mr. Pierard:

I received your letter of March 11, 1994 on March 18, 1994, directing
the Respondents to perform additional work necessary to complete the
RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) for the subject 1location. 1In
general, the additional work described conforms to the agreements
reached during our telephone conference of February 24, 1994. There
are specific discrepancies in our understanding of the agreements
reached during that conference, however, which bear pointing out and
which may require further discussion.

In the course of our discussions on February 24, a request was made
to collect samples from two additional 1locations along Forsythe
Street. The Agency felt that these samples were necessary to more
accurately characterize the plume previously identified in the draft
RFI. The Respondents agreed to perform this sampling activity,
suggesting at the same time that sample analysis should be limited to
VOCs (see the following discussion on this matter). Instead, the
Agency has directed the collection of samples at three locations and
has also requested at least one soil sample be taken, with analysis
for VOCs, metals and cyanides.

We concur that the data from the two sampling locations identified in
your Attachment I on Forsythe Street between Hamilton Ave. and Ross
Crs will help to better define plume characteristics. The
southernmost 1location, however, appears to be very close to earlier
sampling points and will serve only to confirm existing data. We do
not believe, therefore, that this additional sampling location is
necessary or warranted.




As you may note from a review of the draft RFI, the previous
investigative efforts along Forsythe Street have indicated that the
major constituents of concern are VOCs. There were no _unusual
concentrations of metals or cyanides found. I would emphasize that
the draft RFI has also demonstrated that neither constituent is found
in significant concentrations in the so0il or ground water on the
Site. During the course of the RFI investigation seven soil borings
were collected near the old sewer line break on the Site at depths at
or below ten feet: MW21l (10-12 feet and 16-18 feet), MW22 (8-10 feet
and 17-19 feet), MwW23 (19.5-21.5 feet), SB6 (16-18 feet) and SB7
(15-17 feet). Table 3 in the draft RFI shows that the only metals
exceeding ARARs (Table 11) were arsenic, beryllium and cobalt, the
same metals in the same concentrations as found in upgradient wells,
MW20 and MW26. The draft concluded that those metals concentrations
are naturally occurring and are unrelated to Site activities.

.__Cyanides were reported from only one of the above-noted borings (MW21

~at a depth of 10-12 feet) at a concentration of 1.0 mg/kg for both
total and amenable cyanide. There are no data which indicate or
suggest that metals or cyanides are present in significant
concentrations adjacent to the old sewer line or that these materials
have migrated off site in ground water. These conclusions based on
the ext%nsive database from Site investigations were confirmed in the
Geoprobe'™ activities along Forsythe Street.

Notwithstanding the above, the methodology employed to collect all
previous samples on Forsythe Street is not amenable to collecting the
significant amount of soil necessary to analyze for VOCs, metals and
cyanide. Approximately two liters of soil are required to perform all
analytical activities, including QA/QC. In order to collect this
volume of soil, six to eight side-by-side insertions of the
Geoprobe M  would be necessary to accumulate enough sample. The
additional sample handling, increased time for sample collection and
corresponding decontamination procedures make the methodology
infeasible and the data invalid.

The Respondents are willing to proceed with sampling along Forsythe
Street but would request that the Agency consider modifying the
requirements contained in the March 11, 1994 letter. Specifically, we
request that alienates be limited to VOCs. If the Agency continues to
require that a soil sample be collected, we request that it be
analyzed for VOCs only. Furthermore, we request that the QA/QC
requirement for a duplicate and matrix spike/duplicate for the soil
sample be waived, due to the 1limitations in sample size. The
Respondents would also request that the Agency reevaluate its request
for the southernmost sampling point, taking into account the location
of previous sampling efforts.

The Respondents will prepare a sampling plan to collect ground water
samples from the Hurricane Creek stream bed during no-flow
conditions. As indicated during our conference, work on the
Corrective Measures Study (CMS) will proceed independently of the
scheduling of this effort and in accordance with the appropriate




k provisions of the AOC. In keeping with the information presented
“\,» above with respect to the analyses of metals and cyanides , we do not

believe that these stream bed samples need to be tested for those

parameters, and would request that the Agency review its requirement.
During the February 24, 1994 conference, the Respondents agreed to
perform certain qualitative ecological assessment activities,
notwithstanding our firm belief that the AOC makes no provision for
such work. The Respondents reiterate that agreement here, reserving
any rights available under the AOC. A qualitative assessment will be
submitted within the time frame requested by the Agency.

In a recent conversation with Bill Buller, it was mentioned that the
Respondents are considering an interim corrective measure (ICM) at
the Site. In general, the ICM will be a ground water recovery and
treatment system designed to mitigate on site source areas and will
be amenable to being incorporated into final remedial measures at the
Site. The Respondents will keep the Agency apprised of all ICM
activities.

Should you have any questions concerning the information presented
above, please don’t hesitate to contact me at (203)265-8760.

Sincerely yours,

T

Samuel S. Waldo
Director Environemental Affairs

c: S. Gard
G. Pendygraft
P. Perez
J. Keith
R. Williams - IDEM
J. Cooley - USEPA
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ERTIFIED MAIL RETURN
ECEIPT RE TED

Mr. Samuel S. Waldo

Director of Environmental Affairs
Amphenol Corporation

358 Hall Avenue

P.0. Box 5030

Wallingford, Connecticut 06492-7530

Re: Administrative Order on Consent
Franklin Power Products/
Amphenol Corporation

IND 044 587 848

Dear Mr. Waldo:

This letter is in follow-up to the February 24, 1994, telephone conference of
Franklin Power Products/Amphenol and the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) representatives. U.S. EPA concludes that
additional data is required to complete the RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI)
and pursuant to the terms of Section VII 2.a.(4)(c)(iii) of the Administrative
Order on Consent (AOC), dated November 27, 1990, U.S. EPA directs Respondents
to perform additional work as prescribed below. i

A11 samples shall be collected in accordance with the methodologies as set
forth in U.S. EPA's letter to Respondents dated January 21, 1994. Respondents
shall collect ground-water samples at the approximate locations numbered 1, 2,
and 3 in Attachment I. At least one soil _sample shall also be collected at
these same locations at depth intervals about midway between the base of the
sanitary sewer line and the water table. A1l samples shall be analyzed for
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), cyanide, and the 1ist of metals previously
applied to groundwater samples. The sampling/analysis results shall be
included in a revised RFI report which shall be submitted within sixty (60)
days of receipt of this letter.

In our recent telephone conference Respondents once again proposed an
alternative to collecting samples at the locations as directed in our
December 14, 1993, and January 21, 1994, letters. However, in addition to
proposing collecting groundwater samples for VOC analysis from the Hurricane
Creek stream bed during no-fTow conditions, the Respondents have proposed to
proceed with the Corrective Measures Study (CMS) on a parallel tract while
awaiting for the appropriate conditions at Hurricane Creek. Prior to
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approving such a proposal, we are requesting that Respondents submit such
proposal in writing which would specify the locations to be sampled and an
agreement to proceed with the CMS while waiting for the appropriate
conditions. The proposal shall include at least one sampling location near
the drainage ditch down stream of the storm drain outfall. The samples shall
be analyzed for VOCs, cyanide, and the groundwater metal 1ist.

If a parallel tract were to be taken for the additional sampling in the
Hurricane Creek area, the results for either sampling at locations as directed
in our previous letters, or the results of Respondents' proposed alternative
sampling, if approved by U.S. EPA, shall be included in the Corrective
Measures Study draft report that is required by the AOC.

To satisfy the requirements for the ecological risk assessment the following
information is required.

Provide a written statement from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (F&WS),
Bloomington Office, confirming that the endangered species, the Indiana Bat,
has not been identified in the vicinity of the site.-

Provide a discussion which includes appropriate references, of VOC
concentrations in Hurricane Creek stream water and sediment, and their
subchronic, chronic and lethal effects on past or present species supported by
Hurricane Creek. Due to the variation in Hurricane Creek stream flow and

. variance of contaminant input to the storm drain, Respondents should use the
worst case assumptions to establish historical contaminant concentrations in
Hurricane Creek.

If these exercises do not establish that the impact of VOCs was minimal,
Respondents shall perform, in accordance with U.S. EPA's guidance, a
qualitative biosurvey to evaluate such impact. The qualitative assessment
shall establish as to whether such species are known to exist in similar
habitat and whether such species are absent or present in Hurricane Creek.
References shall be provided to support the statement that there is no
bioaccumulation risk at the site.

The risk assessment data, as needed to satisfy the above requirements, shall
be included in the revised RFI report due within sixty (60) days of receipt of
this letter.

In our recent telephone conference, U.S. EPA encouraged Respondents to employ

an interim corrective measure to reduce the discharge of contaminated water to
Hurricane Creek by the storm drain at the site. A temporary diversion of the

contaminated storm drain water to a storage pond to enhance volatilization of

the VOCs, was suggested. U.S. EPA again encourages Respondents to employ such
measure to mitigate the storm drain impact on Hurricane Creek.

o
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Questions on legal matters should be addressed to Joseph Cooley at (312)
886-5313, questions on the ecological risk assessment addressed to Diane
Sharrow at (312) 886-6199, and all other issues addressed to William Buller at
(312) 886-4568.

Sincerely yours,

Kevin M. Pierard, Chief
Technical Enforcement Section #1

CE: J. Michael Jarvis, Franklin Power Products
James Keith, WW Engineering and Science

bcc: Joe Cooley, (ORC)
Diane Sharrow, (REB)

HRE-8J\WBULLER\ab\6-4568\f:...tes.#1\FPPALET.MAR\March 10, 1994

| BEFTEIAL "FIUET COPNG |

CONCURRENCE REQUESTED FROM REB

SEC/BR | A%

SECRTRY |is M4y >
OTHER | REB | REB REB
STAFF | STAFF |SECTION| BRANCH

it | CILEE | CHIEE
3( (et X\Cg\w
N




bcc:  Joe Cooley, (ORC)
Diane Sharrow, (REB)
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A Summit Company

WW En méénn & Science
e REGES

VIA R ?954
March 7, 1994
QEFICE OF nor
William Buller ; AGEMENT pou
U.S. EPA, Region 5, HRE-8J EPA RE 3ION Vlsxow

77 West Jackson Boulevard
Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590

Dear Mr. Buller:
As a result of our March 3 telephone conversation, we examined Hurricane Creek on March 4 to

determine by what means an interstitial water sample could be best collected from the sediments

in the creek bottom during a period of zero flow.

On March 4, Hurricane Creek from just downstream of Forsythe Street to the storm sewer outfall
was running 8 to 12 feet wide, and the water depth was 6 to 18 inches. The creek bottom is 3 to

6 feet below the surrounding land surface and the creek runs within cut banks (photo A). The
stream runs as a series of pools separated by areas of cobblestone riffles. A tile probe was used
to test for sediment depth. Sediments consisted of sand, gravel and cobbles 3 inches to 18 inches
in thickness. Beneath the sediments was a layer of dense gray clay that could not be penetrated

by the probe even by hammering.

Photo B shows the location at which SD-2 (see Figure 9 in the RFI report) was collected. The
storm sewer outfall is in the background. The channel between the storm sewer outfall and
Hurricane Creek runs 200 feet in a more or less north-south direction, and appears to be dredged.
It is 3 to 5 feet wide and water depth is generally 3 to 6 inches. The channel at the outfall is
filled to a thickness of 2 feet above the storm sewer invert by cobbles and large gravel. These
could not be penetrated by the tile probe past a foot. The area of large cobbles extends about 30
feet downstream from the outfall, and is replaced by a soft sand/mud bottom. This sand/mud
layer varies between 30 and 54 inches in thickness. Below this layer is the dense gray clay |
layer. The flow velocity in the outfall channel is insufficient to clear the channel of fine ;
sediments; however these fine sediments have been removed by the swifter flow of Hurricane |
Creek.

The dense gray clay layer that underlies the creek sediments is clearly Unit C (Sheet 4A in the
RFI report), which consists of up to 25 feet of pebbly gray till. Any sampling activities in the |

5010 Stone Mill Road Bloomington, IN 47408 812/336-0972 Fax 812/336-3991

Bloomington, IN Chattanooga, TN Columbus, OH Detroit, M1 Grand Rapids, MI Indianapolis, IN Milwaukee, WI Minneapolis, MN
|
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bed of Hurricane Creek would take place above this unit. Soil boring samples collected below
the surface of Unit C in the RFI study area (FCR-SB-MW25-35.0 and FCR-SB-MW27-23.0)
showed only traces of target constituents in areas where VOC concentrations in overlying

ground water are higher than in the storm sewer outfall water.

Water samples can be collected from the sediments during a zero flow period by utilizing a set
of Geoprobe rods. Since the sampling depth would be very shallow, the rods can be manually
placed in the sediments and hammered in place, if necessary. Water in the rods would be purged
by means of a battery-operated Geopump, the rods allowed to refill, and a sample of the
interstitial water collected by means of a Teflon mini-bailer with a stainless steel foot valve.
Samples would be analyzed for VOCs only. This water sampling method is identical to that
employed during previous Geoprobe sampling, except that the rods are advanced manually
rather than by hydraulics. Rods would be decontaminated prior to use, and a new set of rods
would be used for each sampling location. QA/QC samples would be collected as described in
the project-specific QAPP.

If you have any questions, please contact me.

Very truly yours % )&/ﬂ

FJa csH Keith
oject manager

cC: Sam Waldo
Susan Gard
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February &, 1994

Mr. William Buhler
U.S. EPA, Region V W sCt)F‘FlC:E OF RCRA
77 W. Jackson Boulevard aste Management Division

Chicago, IL 60604 U.S. EPA, RECION

Dear Mr. Buhler

I am extremely pleased to announce today that our holding company, Summit Environmental
Group, Inc., has signed a Definitive Agreement to merge with the Earth Technology Corporation,
a geotechnical and environmental consulting firm headguartered in Long Beach, California.
Founded in 1970 as a geotechnical consulting firm, Eariiv Techriology has grown to be a $63
million (revenue) firm with over 470 employees in 17 offices. We coasider them to be one of the :,
preeminent geotechnical/environmental firms in the world with extriordinary background and i'
assignments in: large public works projects; complex seismic zone design support; hazardous
waste assessment, remediation; environmental permitiing; complex siting: end water management.
A an example, they are currently finishing up the largest soils bioremediation project ever
andertaken 1n the United States. Their computermd U.S. GIS database is most likely the finest
available anywhere.

Combined with Summit's approximately 1,000 employees, 15 offices, and full services in
civironmental sciences and engineering, laboratory services, infrastructure, facilities engineering, |
construction rmanagement, and operations and maintenance, we will e o well-balanced, 1500-
persot: national consulting and engineering firm. Our combined revenues will be in excess of
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and in the top 25 1".1. in the nation that pmwde PnVIrnnlnentaI services to both the public and
private sectors. Our Alt Science and Engineermyg Prograai, zlone, will bring together over 80 {
professionals setively ocngaged in testing, complex modeling and permiiting, and design '
engineering for chents areung the world.
This is a significant and exc
skilis to the market place.

solutions to;our many

1ing merger because both parties bring unique and complementary
The combinaticn of these skills will offer powertul synergies and

ustomers.

GR-jvh/cNSSS\ETMerge
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We're extremely proud of the fact that our practice here at WW Engineering & Science has been
in continuous existence since 1924. This is not the end of a 70-year organization, but a new
beginning - one that will permit us to continue to provide the best services available to our
clients while expanding our capabilities both geographically and professionally. As we move
toward the 21st century, it has become very clear that the old ways of doing business are not
good enough. Effective, competitive, professional partnerships will become absolutely critical
to the survival of public and private institutions everywhere. Through the financial and profes-
sional power of this organization, we will be eager to focus on:

e bringing world class technologies and solutions from around the globe to the problems
facing our customers;

e developing and helping to negotiate multi-media and flexible environmental permitting
for our customers;

e truly partnering with our many clients through on-line communications and finance as
they continue to out source more and more engineering services; and

o helping industries in the NAFTA region re-engineer facilities to meet global productivity
challenges.

As a very valued customer of WW Engineering & Science, we wanted you to know about this
merger at the earliest possible moment. We look forward to receiving your comments, and
additionally, to the prospect of enhancing our fine relationship.

Sincerely,
WW ENGINEERING & SCIENCE, INC.

LH. <Y Latses

Bijan S. Saless, P.E.
President

GR-jvh/c:\SSS\ETMerge
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y "!nphenol Corporation
i ,/’drld Headquarters D
58 Hall Avenue !
P.O. Box 5030 (
Wallingford, CT 06492-7530 I tB 09 £ 1994

Telephone (203) 265-8900

OFFICE. OF RCRA
February 1, 1994 Waste Management Division

U-S-EBA.REGIONM
D.2-(

Mr. Joseph M. Boyle, Chief

RCRA Enforcement Branch (HRE-8J)
U.S. Envirommental Protection Agency
Region 5 o

77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, IL 46131

Re: Administrative Order on Consent
Franklin Power Products, Inc./ Amphenol Corporation
Franklin, IN
IND 044 587 848

Dear Mr. Boyle:

Amphenol Corporation and Franklin Power Products, 1Inc. (the
Respondents) are in receipt of your 1letter of January 21, 1994
regarding the collection of additional ground water samples along the
southern bank of Hurricane Creek and the performance of an ecological
risk assessment as part of the RFI. At this time, we are requesting a
meeting with the USEPA to discuss these activities for the following
reasons.

The Respondents remain convinced that the USEPA’s concerns regarding
the potential for site constituents affecting ground water in the
Hurricane Creek stream bed are unwarranted. We believe that the
information included in the December 14, 1993 letter from James Keith
of WW Engineering & Science on the Respondents behalf sets forth the
framework of our position on this matter and fully responds to the
USEPA’s concerns. Furthermore, we believe that a meeting would allow us
the opportunity to more fully describe our position and would also
allow us to respond directly to any questions or concerns which the
USEPA may have.

Notwithstanding our belief that the additional sampling is unnecessary,
we have serious concerns with the location of the sampling points
described in your November 15, 1993 letter. First, we believe that
samples taken south of Hurricane Creek will describe conditions
associated with the hydrogeologic regime on that side of the creek’s
drainage basin and will not accurately reflect ground water conditions
in the stream bed on the north side of the drainage basin. In addition,
our preliminary assessment has determined that at least one of the
sampling locations is effectively inaccessible. Another sampling point
may be affected by the presence of an electrical substation adjacent to
Forsythe Street and Hurricane Creek. A photocopy of an aerial
photograph of the area is attached for your information.
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Your letter also requests that the Respondents perform an ecological
risk assessment as a requirement for the finalization of the RFI. We
would 1like to point out, however, that neither the AOC nor the
approved RFI Work Plan call for an ecological risk assessment. As
part of our meeting, we would like to discuss more fully the basis
for the USEPA’s request for this work.

The Respondents believe that an open discussion of these matters will
result in a mutually satisfactory resolution. We will contact you to
arrange a convenient time. In the interim, please don’t hesitate to
contact me if you have any questions with respect to the above.

Samuel S. Waldo
Director Environmental Affairs

SW233/nvw
c: J. M. Jarvis
S. Gard, Esq.

G. Pendygraft, Esq.
P. Perez, Esq.

J. Reith

M. Sickles (IDEM)
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CERTIFIED MAIL

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. J. Michael Jarvis
Franklin Power Products, Inc.
400 Forsythe Street

P.0. Box 667

Frank1in, Indiana 46131

Re: Administrative Order on Consent
Franklin Power Products,
Inc./Amphenol
IND 044 587 848

Dear Mr. Jarvis:

This letter is in response to the December 14, 1993, letter your contractor,
WW Engineering & Science, submitted on the Respondents' behalf to the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). The Respondents' letter
suggests an alternative to U.S. EPA's directive contained in our November 14,
1993 letter addressed to you which advised Respondents to collect additional
ground-water samples from three designated areas along the south bank of
Hurricane Creek.

Upon evaluation of Respondents' discussion of potential aquifer contamination
at Hurricane Creek, U.S. EPA concludes that this discussion does not rule out
the possible occurrence of ground-water contamination at Hurricane Creek.
Therefore, U.S. EPA disapproves the response presented in Respondents' letter
of December 14, 1993 and again, pursuant to the terms of Section VII
2.a.(4)(c)(iii) of the Administrative Order On Consent (AOC), dated November
27, 1990, directs Respondents to perform the additional sampling as U.S. EPA
directed in its November 15, 1993 letter.

Your letter of December 14, 1993, stated that representative samples could
only be collected at the stream bed. U.S. EPA believes that it would be very
difficult to obtain representative ground-water samples during flow conditions
and it is likely that such conditions will occur for several months. Further,
if samples are collected at the stream bed or at the north bank of the creek
and contaminants are detected, then additional sampling would be required to
determine how far the contamination extends south of the creek, a location
which includes a residential area. For these reasons, U.S. EPA believes that
conditions warrant the collection of ground-water analytical data at the
locations directed in its November 15, 1993 letter.

Printed on Recycled Paper
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Pursuant to the terms of Section VII 2.a.(4)(c)(iii) of the AOC, the
"...Respondents shall, within thirty (30) days of ... notification by EPA [of
need for additional sampling], submit to EPA a plan proposing the installation
of additional wells and additional sampling...." U.S. EPA has previously
approved the sampling methodologies contained in the Respondents' RFI Work
Plan, as Supplemented (Work Plan). In its November 15, 1993 letter, U.S. EPA
approved the use of optional sampling methodologies for the additional
sampling. U.S. EPA reaffirms this position. Upon the Respondents' assurance
that one of these methodologies will be employed in the additional sampling,
the Respondents will have thirty (30) days to implement the Work Plan for the
additional sampling. To avoid any additional delays in finalizing the RFI
Report, the Respondents are directed to communicate to U.S. EPA within ten
(10) days of receipt of this letter to adopt the Work Plan for the additional
sampling.

U.S. EPA is aware that at least part of the expanded sampling area is located
on property not owned by the Respondents. Pursuant to Section XII 2. of the
AOC, the Respondents were required to obtain access agreements from such
owners within thirty (30) days of the effective date of the AOC. In the event
such agreements were not obtained, Respondents were required to notify U.S.
EPA of both the lack of and its failure to obtain such agreements within ten
(10) days thereafter. U.S. EPA has not received such a notice from the
Respondents and interprets this lack of notice from the Respondents to mean
that the Respondents have obtained agreements from the concerned property
owners. If this is not the case, Respondents are directed to notify U.S. EPA
within ten (10) days of receipt of this letter of what efforts the Respondents
have made or will make to obtain such agreements from the owners of the
property from which the additional sampling is required.

In the November 15, 1993, letter, U.S. EPA had requested that the Respondents
submit the revised RFI report within seventy-five (75) days of that letter.
Under the existing circumstances, it is unlikely the Respondents will comply
with this request. Pursuant to Section VII 2.b. of the AOC, the Respondents
are required to submit the additional information obtained during the above
sampling in a revised RFI report within seventy-five (75) days of approval of
the supplemental work plan. As discussed above, U.S. EPA asserts that the
Work Plan, previously approved, is acceptable for the additional sampling.
Allowing the Respondents the ten-day period to submit its assurance to employ
the Work Plan for the additional sampling, the Respondents will have no more
than eighty-five (85) days from receipt of this letter to submit the revised
RFI report.

In our September 2, 1993 letter, U.S. EPA notified the Respondents that the
RFI report should include an ecological risk assessment. Although U.S. EPA
stated that this assessment could be deferred to the corrective measures study
phase, U.S. EPA is concerned that the delays in finalizing the RFI report will
lead to unnecessary delays in completing the ecological risk assessment.

Also, U.S. EPA is concerned that an unnecessary delay in the ecological risk
assessment will postpone the selection of corrective actions. For these
reasons, U.S. EPA suggested in its November 15, 1993 letter, that the
Respondents complete the ecological risk assessment within seventy-five (75)
days of receipt of that letter. The Respondents have failed to respond to
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this request. If such a time-frame is unacceptable to the Respondents please
notify U.S. EPA within ten (10) days of receipt of this letter, why this time-
frame is unacceptable and include an alternative proposed schedule. Once a
schedule for the ecological risk assessment is approved by U.S. EPA, it will
be incorporated into the AOC.

If you have any technical questions on this matter, please call Mr. William
Buller at (321) 886-4568. Any legal questions should be directed to

Mr. Joseph A. Cooley, Assistant Regional Counsel, at (312) 886-5313.
Sincerely yours,

e - Dk

Joseph M. Boyle, Chief

RCRA Enforcement Branch

cc: James Keith, WW Engineering & Science
Samuel Waldo, Amphenol
Michael Sickels, IDEM
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A Summit Company

December 14, 1993

Joseph M. Boyle, Chief lE @ E “ w E
RCRA Enforcement Branch HRE-8]

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ]

Region 5 DEC 101993

77 West Jackson Boulevard

Chicago, Illinois 46131 OFFICE OF RCRA

WASTE MANAGEMENT DiV'c
EPA, REGION ™

Dear Mr. Boyle:

This letter is prepared and transmitted by WW Engineering & Science at the request of Mr.
Michael Jarvis, President of Franklin Power Products. Your agency's letter of November 15,
1993 was reviewed. The primary concern appears to be the possibility that during times in
which Hurricane Creek has zero flow conditions, the storm sewer under the former Amphenol
L property is still intercepting ground water from the site and depositing water with measurable
levels of constituents of concern into the dry creek bed. The aquifer along the creek bed might
then be recharged with contaminated water. The letter goes on to state that the constituents may
have moved in a downstream direction in response to the ground water gradient. The letter
directs that additional ground water samples beb collected from the upper ten feet of the saturated

zone at three locations along the south bank of Hurricane Creek.

It is our clients' opinion that EPA concerns are not justified. We offer the following information

and justification to support this opinion.

1) Stream Flow Since no measured long-term flow data are available for Hurricane Creek,
flow data were acquired for Youngs Creek, to which Hurricane Creek is tributary. The
gaging station is located about six miles downstream from the point where Hurricane

( Creek enters. From these data a flow duration curve was constructed for Hurricane
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Creek using area ratio techniques. The resulting flow duration curve (attached) indicates
that on the average, Hurricane Creek will exhibit a flow of zero (no flow) approximately

seven percent of the time.

Ground Water Gradient The bed of Hurricaﬁé Creek in the vicinity of the Forsythe
Street bridge is approximately 716 feet above sea level. The lowest ground water
elevations measured on the site were just above 718 feet. The ground water flow
gradient extends toward Hurricane Creek. There is no reason, based upon accepted
hydrologic principles or evidence gathered from site studies, to believe that
hydrogeologic conditions differ south of the creek. That is, the ground water gradient

also extends toward Hurricane Creek.

Mobility of Constituents in Soil The four organic constituents of concern all have
very low Log Octanol/Water Partition Coefficients as reported in Handbook of
Environmental Fate and Exposure Data for Organic Chemicals, Volume II - Solvents
(Philip H. Howard, 1990, Lewis Publishers, Inc., Chelsea, Michigan).

DCA - 1.79

PCE - 3.40

TCA -2.49

TCE - 2.42
DCA and TCA are not expected to be retained on soils. Approximately 0.01 percent of
PCE was found to be retained on soils, and retention of TCE was no more than 4 to 6
percent on silty clay loams, and less than that on other soils. The soil in the vicinity of
Hurricane Creek is Ockley silt loam, which is a clay loam, sandy clay loam and gravel
loam in the subsurface (Soil Survey of Johnson County, SCS, 1979). It is our contention
that even the maximum concentrations of constituents measured in the storm sewer

outfall in May 1986 (DCA - 4.4 ug/l; PCE - 1500 ug/l; TCA - 720 ug/l and TCE - 850
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ug/l) would not be retained on soils in measurable quantities, but would be readily
removed by water flow. We note that among the constituents of concern, only PCE was
detected in Hurricane Creek and storm sewer sediment samples collected and analyzed
during the RFI (Table 6 of the RFI report). The levels reported (4 to 5 ug/kg) are below

detection limits.

Delivery of Storm Sewer Flow to Hurricane Creek In order for contaminated water to be
deposited in the dry bed of Hurricane Creek, the creek must have zero flow while the
water table on the site is still above the invert of the storm sewer. The stream will have
no flow an average of seven percent of the time, but since the drainage area of the storm
sewer is insignificant when compared with that of Hurricane Creek (250 acres vs. 15
square miles), we expect that the water table in the vicinity of the storm sewer should
respond at least as quickly as the regional water table. Therefore when conditions are
such that Hurricane Creek exhibits zero flow, the water table on the site will have
dropped below the storm sewer invert. The EPA scenario cannot be ruled out entirely,
but is expected to be a rare event (occurring much less than seven percent of the time)
brought about by unusual weather conditions, or unusual conditions in the vicinity of the

site.

Recharge of Hurricane Creek Saturated Zone If conditions are present that would allow
the recharge of the saturated zone by contaminated water from Hurricane Creek, the
available evidence indicates that this would be a temporary phenomenon, and that any
contaminated water that moved into the aquifer would move back toward Hurricane
Creek once normal ground water flow is again established. There would be no
measurable retention of constituents on sediments, and there would be considerable

dilution by ground water.




E 6) Plume Along Hurricane Creek In the event that constituents of concern are
y

delivered to Hurricane Creek during low flow conditions, there will be dilution of the

constituents as soon as normal flow is restored. We believe that dilution will lower the

concentration of any constituents to levels below detection limits.

) Sampling In light of the above information, the sampling activity proposed by EPA
will not address the agency's concerns. Further, we believe that if EPA persists in
requesting the collection of additional samples, notwithstanding the information
presented above, the only locations from which representative samples could be collected

is the stream bed itself during periods of low flow.

If you have any questions, please contact us.

‘ ;‘ Very truly yours, K:

P oject Manager

cc: Michael Jarvis
Susan Gard
Sam Waldo
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| 4"“;;%" UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
, i\” ’% REGION 5
N 77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD
gl A ,.,,‘&’ CHICAGO, IL 60604-3530

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:

NOV 15 1983 HRE-8J

ERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. J. Michael Jarvis
Franklin Power Products, Inc.
400 Forsythe Street

P.0. Box 667

Franklin, Indiana 46131

Re: Administrative Order on Consent
Franklin Power Products,
Inc./Ampheno]

IND 044 587 848

Dear Mr. Jarvis:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has reviewed the
RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) report with the revisions of October 1993.
This document was submitted in accordance with Section VII.c. of the
Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) dated November 27, 1990. Review of the
additional data has resulted in the following concern.

Data indicates that contaminant concentrations in groundwater decrease to low
levels southward of the facility. However, the existence of the 72 inch storm
drain which transverses the site and drains to Hurricane Creek, creates the
possibility that contaminated groundwater at the facility may have been
recharged to the aquifer in the area of the storm drain outfall. Data
indicates that the storm drain intercepts contaminated ground-water at the
facility when ground-water levels are above the base of the storm drain.
During periods of stream flow this water would be dispersed by the stream flow
of Hurricane Creek. However, site conditions may occur in which the creek
becomes dry but interception of contaminated water by the storm drain
continues for sometime before water levels equilibrate upgradient. Under such
conditions recharge of contaminated water to the aquifer near the outfall
would occur. Over a period of several years the recharge of contaminated
water to the aquifer may have been significant. Further, the contaminants may
have moved in a downstream direction in response to the ground-water gradient.
At present, Respondents have not provided ground-water data for this critical
area.

Printed on Recycled Paper
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To address this concern, additional ground-water samples shall be collected at
the approximate locations shown in Attachment I. Respondents may collect
samples by installing monitoring wells or by the geoprobe method described in
"Supplement to October 12, 1992, RFI Work Plan" dated December 28, 1992.
Samples shall be collected from the upper ten (10) feet of the saturated zone.

U.S. EPA provides seventy-five (75) days from date of receipt of this letter
to submit the additional information in a revised RFI report. In a September
2, 1993 letter, U.S. EPA advised you that the response to comments pertaining
to Risk Assessment could be deferred to the corrective measures part of the
AOC. Since U.S. EPA has provided seventy-five (75) days to submit the
modification, U.S. EPA requests that the Risk Assessment information also be
provided with the modification to the RFI report.

If Respondent does not agree to perform additional sampling, Respondent shall
notify U.S. EPA within thirty (30) days of receipt of this letter of such
response. Such response shall provide an alternative approach to resolve the
data gap.

If you have any questions call William Buller of my staff at (312) 886-4568.

Sincerely yours,

; :j7%522%7//ffi:€%§§§§?i

Joseph M. Boyle,
RCRA Enforcement Branch

cc: Samuel Waldo, Amphenol
Mike Sickles, IDEM
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WWEngméenng & Science

. A Summit Company

October 6, 1993
William Buller

U.S. EPA, Region 5, HRE-8J i
77 West Jackson Boulevard ‘ ,_E @ E ﬂ W E @

Chicago, Illinois 60604-3590
0CT 071993

Dear Mr. Buller: OFFICE O
wmmngm% N

In a September.Z, 1993 letter to Mr. Jarvis regarding t e report "RCRA Facility Investigation
(RFI) Activities at the Former Amphenol Site, Franklin, Indiana", your agency requested that
within 30 days of receipt of the letter, verification be sent of well information requests sent to
Franklin residents and the responses submitted by residents. On October 4, 1993, WW
Engineering & Science prepared and transmitted by FAX the requested information as a partial

response to that letter.

A number of other comments were included in that letter, some of which would require
additional data colleétion and literature searches, and letter responses from other agencies. A
complete response to the comments in the September 2 letter cannot be submitted within the 30-
day time period specified in AOC section VIL.2.c. After a telephone conversation with you on
October 5, it was determined that the followingb information would be an appropriate partial

response to the September 2 letter at this time. Five copies are provided of:

1) Isoconcentration maps of VOC:s in soil at various depths
2) An isoconcentration map of total VOCs in ground water
3) Additional discussion on the potential for Hurricane Creek to act as a ground

water "sink," and prevent Unit B ground water from continuing to flow southward

4) A map delineating the residential area in which residents were contacted about

i ~ well information
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5) An address list of persons contacted, a sample letter, and a summary of replies

For Item 1), two new sheets, SA and 5B, have been prepared for insertion in the back of Volume

I of the report. Ground water isoconcentration maps have been renumbered 6A through 6D.

For Item 2), Sheet 6E has been prepared for insertion in the back of Volume 1 of the report.

New marked pockets have been provided for all sheets.

For Item 3, a paragraph has been added to the end of Section 4.1.2 discussing Hurricane Creek.

Items 4 and 5 are combined into Appendix L which can be inserted at the and of Volume 3.

The Table of Contents should be replaced in its entirety with the pages provided. The body of

the report past page 28 should be removed and replaced in its entirety with the pages provided.
In accordance with paragraph 3 of your September 2 letter, we believe that item 5 (ecological
risk assessment) should be deferred to the corrective measures work plan and report, and that

action Ievels can also be established at that time.

If you have any questions, please let me know.

Very truly yours,
Ao KK,
F mes H. Keith
roject Manager
ce: Susan Gard
Sam Waldo



Evan Bayh : \ \J b= 105 South Meridian Street
Governor P.O.Box 6015
4003 Indianapolis, Indiana 46206-6015
Kathy Prosser LG Sheer Telephone 317-232-8603
Chginissioner CRA Environmental Helpline 1-800-451-6027

August 20, 1993

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL P 215 679 806
Ms. Susan Sylvester

U.S. EPA, Region V

77 West Jackson Blvd.

Chicago, Illinois 60604

Dear Ms. Sylvester:

Re: RCRA Facility Investigation
Draft Final Report

Franklin Power Products
Franklin, Indiana

EPA LD. No. IND 044 587 848

The Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) has reviewed
Franklin Power Products’ April 27, 1993, RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI).
Comments are attached.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Ms. Ruth Williams of
my staff at 317/233-4623.

Sincerely,

Michael E. Sickels, Chief

Corrective Action Section

Hazardous Waste Management Branch

Solid and Hazardous Waste
Management

RW/rgw

i
L

R cc: Fayola Wright, USEPA
/ William Buller, USEPA

An Equal Opportunity Employer
Printed on Recycled Paper



COMMENTS
Franklin Power Products
Franklin, Indiana
IND 044 587 848

Soil background levels should be site specific, not obtained from generalized
publications such as James Dragun’s Elements in North American Soils (1991). Since
the agricultural land is apparently not affected by the facility’s operations, soil borings
should not be difficult to locate there.

IDEM does not recognize the example soil and groundwater action levels in the
proposed RCRA Subpart S table as acceptable ARARs.

The report does not propose any further actions, nor does it propose no further
action.
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WWEngzﬁeérmg & Science

A Summit Company

April 27, 1993
Fececve & 4 /26(73

Due on o~ plvun 4/27/73>

William Buller

U.S. EPA, Region V, HRE-8J
77 West Jackson Boulevard
Chicago, Illincis §0604-3520

Dear Mr. Buller:

Enclosed for your review are five copies of the draft RFI report for the former Amphenol site in
Franklin, Indiana. Each report is contained in three 3-ring binders. The first binder contains the
report, tables, figures and sheets; the second contains Appendices A through J, and the third

contains Appendix K. Copies of this report have been distributed in accordance with

Section XVI of the Consent Order. An additional copy has been provided to Susan Gard,

Corporate Counsel for SerVaas, Inc.

We await your questions and comments.

Very truly yours,
: ALY 7‘:\( : =
%ﬁ/ s H. Keith
rrgject Manager
Enclosures
cc: Susan Gard
Mike Jarvis
Sam Waldo
Thomas E. Linson - ¢ Mﬁaj/
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